This paper highlights the degree of flexibility and personalisation in the UK's welfare to work programmes. The Labour Government's New Deals as originally designed were meant to provide personalised and tailor-made services and to meet the needs of In recent years a number of factors appear to have encouraged the development of more personalised activation services in the UK.
Introduction
The Labour Government since its election in 1997 has sought to tackle poverty and social exclusion in the UK and ensure that Britain is competitive in the global economy by virtue of a skilled and flexible labour force. It has introduced a number of policies, including active labour market programmes, which promote work as the best means of reducing poverty and social exclusion. The design of these programmes has changed over time, and this chapter discusses the degree to which the delivery of welfare and employment services is being made more personalised.
1 These trends will be illustrated by the two largest activation programmes in the U.  Macroeconomic stability;
 Flexibility in the labour market, within a regulated framework;
 Tax and benefit policies that make work pay;
 Ensuring an adaptable, flexible and productive workforce through training and education; and  Activation policies that aim to prevent people becoming detached from the labour market.
As unemployment levels have fallen attention has focused more on those unemployed people who are harder to reach and on the, now larger, population of benefit recipients who are economically inactive. Differences in the composition of the workless population, such as having a disability, and of the wider economically inactive population, have affected the design of labour market programmes such as the New Deals. Different New Deals have been developed for distinct client groups; for example, young people and disabled people (see Stafford, 2003a) . These programmes reflect differences in both key characteristics of the target groups and benefit status (with mandatory programmes for those claiming Jobseeker's Allowance as they have to be actively seeking work as a condition of benefit entitlement, and voluntary programmes for groups in receipt of other benefits, such as Income Support (lone parents) and Incapacity Benefit (people with a disability or health condition)).
Public sector reform
In recent years, the Labour Government has placed a renewed emphasis on the delivery of public services. For political reasons the reform of public services has been given predominance by Ministers, including the Prime Minister. Central to the political and policy debate is the concept of choice -of allowing individuals to choose a service from different providers -and that services must be responsive or customer-focused.
Choice is believed to drive up standards and empower customers. Introducing marketled approaches to the public sector is not new in the UK, initiatives such as competitive tendering of services and internal markets date back to the 1980s and 1990s.
However, the current emphasis on customer-focused public services is a step change in policy development. It is under Labour that the notion of the demanding 'citizen customer' has gained ascendancy.
The 1999 White Paper, Modernising Government, included a commitment to provide responsive public services (HC, 1999) . The aim was that service users, not providers, would be the focus of public services, so that customers' needs are met. (Blair, 2004) The Government's reform agenda is controversial both within and outside of Government. The nature of this debate is not outlined here, rather it is sufficient to note that there is a wider debate in the UK about individual and collective choice and about the extent to which the provision of public services should be personalised.
Welfare reform
In general, the debates about public sector reform, and about choice in particular, centre on education and the health service. However, some of the ideas now given more national prominence underscore both earlier and current reforms of the welfare state. The 1998 consultation paper, New Ambitions for our Country: A new contract for welfare (HC, 1998a) The service was seen as not keeping "pace with rising expectations of service quality". Indeed, one Minister described it as a "second class service"; claiming it does not meet individuals' needs (Eagle, 1999) . Instead, customers ought to have:
"… the right to good quality, convenient and responsive services which both help them with their individual needs and enable them to fulfil the obligations which go with receiving benefits."
(HC, 1998a, ch 10, para 1) Indeed, independent research supports Ministers' critical comments of the 'traditional' method of delivering benefit and employment services (for a summary see Stafford, 2003b 
The new deals
There is a 'family' of New Deal programmes (see Table 1 ) that differ in terms of the client group targeted, whether participation is mandatory and the nature of the intervention. They are 'labourist' activation policies, because they assume social inclusion is achieved through labour market engagement and employment. There is a New Deals policy paradigm with:  an expectation that increasing the supply of labour will increase the pool of (skilled) labour available to employers, which will increase production and productivity (Blunkett, 2000; HM Treasury, 2000a) ;
 a belief that movements into work can be assisted by:
 delivering a proactive benefit system founded on a flexible, integrated, 
The Personal Adviser model
In general, customers and staff like the Personal Adviser model. In the New Deal for Young People, for instance, claimants like the one-to-one contacts they have with their Adviser (Bryson et al., 2000) and tend to be satisfied with their Personal Advisers (Bonjour et al., 2001) . Six months after programme entry 91 per cent of respondents in a survey said they got along very well or quite well with their Personal Advisers (Bryson et al., 2000) . However, the quality of the relationship varied by programme
Option (see Table 1 ). Those attending Options that were closer to the labour market (the Employment Option (60 per cent)) were more likely to get on very well with their Personal Advisers than those on options further from the labour market (the Environmental Task Force (47 per cent)) (Bonjour et al., 2001 ).
Notwithstanding evidence that claimants and staff have had positive views about the Personal Adviser model (see, for instance, Legard et al., 1998; Arthur et al., 1999; Atkinson, 1999; Finch et al., 1999; Legard and Ritchie, 1999; Woodfield et al., 1999; Lewis et al., 2000; Kelleher et al., 2002; Osgood et al., 2002) , there are (inevitably) some shortcomings in the Personal Adviser model, and some claimants have mixed views about the service received.
The extent to which claimants' needs and barriers to work are identified can vary between Advisers. Some adopt a 'holistic' approach that explores the broader social and economic needs of individuals, whilst others are more narrowly focused on work-related issues (Lewis et al., 2000) . Although claimants' demand for a more comprehensive service might vary, some customers do value the interest shown in them as individuals by some Personal Advisers (Finch et al., 1999; Legard and Ritchie, 1999; Lewis et al., 2000) . However, Personal Advisers typically provide a service that is more narrowly focused on work-outcomes for unemployed people (that is, those claiming Jobseeker's Allowance), whereas those claiming other benefits, especially those with complex needs, often received a limited service (Kelleher et al., 2002) . Frequently, there was a focus on sorting out the benefit claim and not on work aspirations or barriers to participation in the labour market.
Moreover, despite the emphasis on employment in the Government's welfare reforms, an evaluation of a pilot version of Jobcentre Plus showed that the delivery of work-focused interviews can be problematic (Kelleher et al., 2002; Osgood et al., 2002) . Time pressures meant that early meetings with claimants tended to concentrate on their claim for benefit, and work-related issues were generally neglected.
In principle, Personal Advisers are encouraged to caseload claimants to appropriate services or support. However, there is some qualitative evidence of Personal Advisers 'creaming' the most job ready claimants (Arthur et al., 1999; Loumidis et al., 2001; Kelleher et al., 2002) Ultimately the relationship between Personal Advisers and claimants is not one of equals; the relationship is asymmetrical with the advisers in charge (c.f. Johansson this volume). There is a potential tension between these two roles that limits the rapport that Personal Advisers can establish with their customers.
Other measures
The New Deals operate within a wider policy climate of work incentives, tax and benefit changes and employment service initiatives and schemes aimed at specific disadvantaged client groups or geographical areas.
Measures include reforming National Insurance (that is, social insurance) operating in the areas, it seeks to achieve maximum impact.
Making it more personal
In summary, the Labour Government's welfare reforms have entailed from services, which by their nature are more tailored and so personalised.
Secondly, there are several other policies and schemes aimed at the harder to reach, which in order to be effective have to be more personalised in their approach.
Evolution of programme design -the New Deal for Young People and New Deal 25 Plus
New Deal for Young People is a mandatory programme for young people who have been claiming Jobseeker's Allowance for six months. As originally designed it entailed (Chatrik and Convery, 1999) : Claimants who have not found a job or other opportunities at the end of these stages may return to claim Jobseeker's Allowance.
Evidence of the evolution of a more personalised programme is that the Government is changing the Options stage of the programme. The has recently been evaluated, and was found to produce small but significant increases in job outcomes in pilot areas (Griffiths et al., 2003) .
In Adviser and clients did not increase, and that for the 'hard to help' a more radical intervention was required (Hasluck, 2002) .
More significant changes were introduced nationally in April 2001. The
Government described these changes as a 'step change', with the programme 're-engineered' to make it more flexible and intensive. The New Deal for 25 Plus now more closely resembles the New Deal for Young People; the changes being based on lessons learnt from the latter and the November pilots. Compared to the previous national and pilot versions of the programme, more measures are available, and Personal
Advisers work more intensively with participants to ensure that barriers to work are discussed adequately. Previously, claimants thought there had been an over-emphasis on getting 'any job' (Bivand, 2000) . The intention was to tailor provision to participants' needs and for claimants to spend less time on the programme. Staff were very supportive of the change in the programme (Winterbotham et al., 2002) .
This re-engineered programme comprises:
 A Gateway period lasting up to four months where participants meet weekly their Personal Adviser. Early on an Action Plan is produced that outlines the steps to be taken to get the claimant a job. Personal
Advisers provide initial help to find unsubsidised employment, advice on the actions needed to find work (including screening for basic skills), access to independent careers advice, and when required access to specialist services on, for example, drug dependency, debt management, self-employment. After four weeks the option of subsidised employment is available to participants. Those without unsubsidised employment at the end of the Gateway are referred to the Intensive Activity Period (IAP).
 An IAP is a period full-time activity that provides individually tailored packages of support to meet the needs of clients and help them move into paid work. It lasts for 13 weeks, and can be extended for a further 13 weeks. This package is agreed between the Personal Adviser, the provider and the client. The package can include Basic Employability Training (BET) for up to six months to overcome barriers to work; support for self-employment; work experience placements; and education and training courses that last for up to one year and lead to a recognised vocational qualification. Ongoing job-search is also a key feature of every IAP. areas (Wilson, 2002) . These measures serve to intensify participants' jobsearch activities and possibly the likelihood of them obtaining work.
Qualitative research with staff suggests that the weekly interviewing regime during the Gateway improved their relationships with clients (Hasluck, 2002) . The Gateway was seen as being effective for customers that were work ready; there were more mixed views on its benefits for "harder to help" participants (Wilson, 2002) . Participants are reported as finding the revised Gateway a positive experience (compared to their usual experiences of the service) (Hasluck, 2002) .
Claimants do discuss with providers and their Personal Advisers the nature of their IAP. However, the improvement in Personal Advisercustomer relations did not extend to the IAP. There were fewer contacts between Personal Advisers and participants during the IAP than originally envisaged, because Personal Advisers lacked the time and were reluctant to visit employers and training providers (Hasluck, 2002; Wilson, 2002) .
Possibly as a consequence of this, participants undertook less job-search activity during their IAP.
The extent to which the New Deal for 25 Plus delivers a flexible and personalised service appears to depend upon the skills of the Personal Adviser and the provider (Wilson, 2002) . Whilst Jobcentre Plus is involved in the delivery of New Deal 25 Plus in all areas, much of the programme (including assistance with job-search) is provided by contractors. Early on there was some tension between Personal Advisers and training providers, arising from different interpretations about the extent to which New Deal for 25 Plus was focused on job outcomes, and lack of clarity about who had responsibility for deciding the provision for clients (Winterbotham et al., 2002) . This tension appears to have diminished as Personal Advisers and providers have reached a common understanding on the primary purpose of the programme.
Case studies of the re-engineered programme demonstrate a wide variation in delivery of the programme (Wilson, 2002) . The length and management of the Gateway and the type of provision can vary (Winterbotham et al., 2002) . For most participants there is even access to the New Deal for Young People's Gateway to Work, courses that typically last two weeks and focus on soft skills and motivation. However, qualitative studies show that access to more services, such as drug counselling and financial advice, is more limited, because of its specialist nature or lack of provision (Hasluck, 2002) . Similarly, there were differences in the local delivery of the IAP.
Discussion and conclusion
This chapter has sought to demonstrate that the welfare reforms The underlying reform discourse draws upon the marketisation of public services (c.f Chapter 1) and in particular the notion of consumer choice.
However, the application of choice to employment and benefit services is problematic. For example, in the New Deal for Disabled People, which did seek to give participants a degree of choice in the provider they used, some participants were unaware that they had a choice (Stafford et al., 2004) . Where participants did know they had a choice, often they selected a provider on grounds of their proximity and accessibility rather than on the basis of the service provided. Few participants in New Deal for Disabled
People actively investigated what services different providers offered.
Choice in activation services does require the delivery of informed choice.
Moreover, there are limits to the extent to which a national service covering a wide range of client groups can be 'personalised'. Issues such as 'high' staff turnover in Jobcentre Plus, lack of training in dealing with the hardest to reach, staff not being aware of the full range of provision within a locality and staff finding it difficult to engage in meaningful work-focused discussions with claimants of benefits other than Jobseeker's Allowance (especially those in receipt of incapacity benefits) will constrain the degree to which welfare to work services can be tailored to individual claimants.
Predicting the future direction of policy is a precarious activity and prone to error. Nevertheless, it is anticipated that the delivery of programmes will, whilst unemployment levels remain low, become more personalised in the UK. In this paper the provision of 'personalised' services is taken to be synonymous with 'individualised' services, in the sense that services are seen as being tailored to meet the needs of individuals (see Chapter 1). However, more recent debates about the reform of public services in the U.K. have seen the emergence of a wider definition of 'personalised' services, which incorporate the notions of user involvement and co-production. As yet this wider definition has not been applied to employment and benefit services.
2
International Labour Office (ILO) definition of unemployment covers people who are: out of work, want a job, have actively sought work in the previous four weeks and are available to start work within the next fortnight; or out of work and have accepted a job that they are waiting to start in the next fortnight.
